for Referendum^-before they finally became law. On financ^ they
offered to surreiider the right of the House of Lords to reject money
Bills, provided the House of Commons consented to limit the scope
of measures withdrawn from its control on the ground that they were
financial. Though the difficulties of definition were very great, some
approach to agreement was made on this subject. When it^carae to
the other categories, the obstacles proved insurmountable. It_was
agreed that on ordinary legislation the procedure should be by
joint sittings, but no agreement could be reached as to what questions
should be "ordinary" and what "constitutional," or in what*
numbers respectively the two Houses should be represented at the
joint sittings. It was, in fact, very difficult, if not impossible, to
decide the last of these questions until the question of the House
of Lords " reform," upon which opinion in all parties was deeply
divided, had been settled. Lord Newton admits that the question of
Home Rule was mainly in the minds of the Unionist members of the
Conference when they spoke of " constitutional questions," but when
efforts were made to meet them on this ground, they required that
not only Home Rule but all questions " affecting the machinery by
which legislation was turned out," should be treated as " consti-
tutional." Upon that point Asquith expressed a firm opinion to
Mr. Balfour:
Asquith to Mr. Balfour.
10 downing stbeet,
wbdctehall, S.W.
My colleagues in the Conference agree with me that it might save
time and conduce to clearness to-morrow, if I send you a brief summary
of the conclusions at which, after careful consultation, we have arrived.
We regard the concession which we have provisionally agreed to in
respect of Finance as of the most substantial character, and extremely
difficult for us to defend against the criticism of our own supporters.
To defend it at all would we feel become an impossibility if it were
accompanied by the exclusion from the new machinery for preventing
deadlocks on what is called organic or constitutional legislation.
The distinction now suggested is entirely unknown to our Const/itutiom:
it discriminates between legislative projects on the ground not of tlaeir real
importance and the seriousness of their consequences, but according as
they do or do not touch the law-making machinery; aoid it would
render the new system totally inapplicable to a large number of t&e
proposed changes to which our supporters attach the greatest value, aaad
in respect to which deadlocks are most likely to occur,
We are prepared to deal specially with the case of Home Rule on
lines of the Chansellor of the Exchequer's suggestion.

